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Social facilitation theories 
posits: the presence of others 
can increase a person's drive 
and focus [e.g., Carron, 1996; 
Strauss, 2002) 
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SFF: Theoretical Underpinnings 


Social Facilitation: A Self-Presentational View 

Charles F. Bond, Jr. 

Connecticut College 

This article offers a self-presentational account of performance in others’ pres¬ 
ence. The account attributes social facilitation to the performer’s active regu¬ 
lation of a public image, and it attributes social impairment to embarrassment 
following loss of public esteem. Individuals lose esteem by making numerous 
errors on difficult tasks. This self-presentational analysis is tested in a study of 
context effects in verbal learning. Two tasks are studied: a difficult task that 
includes a few simple items and an easy task that includes a few complex items. 
Consistent with the self-presentational analysis (but not with drive theories of 
social facilitation), the presence of an observer impairs the learning of simple 
items if those items are embedded within a difficult task. Also, an observer’s 
presence does not impair the learning of complex items if those items are embed¬ 
ded within an easy task. Questionnaire responses suggest a naturally occurring 
confound between task difficulty and perceived failure. 


The influence of the presence of others on 
individual behavior, a classic topic in social 
psychology, was studied extensively in the 
early 1900s (Dashiell, 1935). Contemporary 
interest in the topic derives from Zajonc’s 
proposal (1965) that the presence of others 
acts as a source of generalized drive (Spence, 
1956), and energizes the dominant response 
tendency to the exclusion of competing re¬ 
sponses. Cottrell (1972) amended Zajonc’s 
theory, contending that the presence of oth¬ 
ers arouses apprehension over evaluations. 
He claimed evaluation apprehension as a 
source of generalized drive. 

This article proposes an alternative anal¬ 
ysis of behavior in others’ presence. Follow¬ 
ing Cottrell, the analysis attributes the in¬ 
fluence of others’ presence to the potential 
that presence gives them for evaluation. But 
Cottrell seemed to ignore the fact that the 
object of evaluation is the individual’s per- 


This article is based on a dissertation submitted to 
Duke University in partial fulfillment of the require¬ 
ments for the PhD. I am grateful to Alan Levy, my 
dissertation adviser, for his guidance and to Mike 
Gottesman for help with this research. 

Requests for reprints should be sent to Charles F. 
Bond, Jr., P.O. Box 1402, Connecticut College, New 
London, Connecticut 06320. 


formance. The contingency of others’ eval¬ 
uation on the exhibited performance renders 
any generalized drive interpretation of their 
influence obtuse. Because a favorable eval¬ 
uation could be secured or an unfavorable 
one avoided by competent performance, the 
nonactive presence of others provides an in¬ 
centive for exhibition of socially valued be¬ 
haviors (Geen, 1979). In addition the per¬ 
formance’s status as the basis for evaluation 
gives that performance ongoing psychologi¬ 
cal significance for the performer. Lacking 
direct access to another’s evaluation, the in¬ 
dividual is left to infer it. The inference de¬ 
rives, in part, from a moment-by-moment 
retrospective self-evaluation that may influ¬ 
ence subsequent behavior. 

Erving Goffman elaborates related in¬ 
sights in his self-presentational analysis of 
social interaction (1959, 1967). Self-presen¬ 
tation theory depicts behavior in others’ 
presence as attempts to control or reactions 
to a public self-image. According to Goff¬ 
man when the individual appears before oth¬ 
ers, he or she will discover that an idealized 
self-image has been claimed. This acceptable 
image (called face) has a normative char¬ 
acter. It obligates others to accord the in¬ 
dividual the status claimed and obligates the 
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Bond reframes social facilitation in terms of 
Goffman's presentation of self. 

Presence of others can motivate the individual 
to project image of competence. 

For tasks perceived to be too difficult, however, 
performance may actually decline as individual 
becomes self-conscious 
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SFF: Primary Visualizations 
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Three prototyping dimensions 
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Manufactured at PCBUniverse.com and pick-and-place performed by Tristate Electronics 
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Manufactured at PCBUniverse.com and pick-and-place performed by Tristate Electronics 
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Final Prototype 
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SFF: Three Prototypes 



Prototype #1 
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Final e-Ink Prototype 


Plastic Logic Flexible e-Ink 
Display 4.7" (320 x240) 




4 x 1.5V (2000 mAh) 32-bit BeagleBone 
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Prototype #1 

Display Weight 

66.9 g 

Total Weight 

152.9 g 

Pixels 

24x12 

Refresh Rate 

5 Hz 

Dimensions* 

21.3 x 12.2 cm 

Display Thickness* 

13.5 mm 


* With enclosure 
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Early Erogear Visualizations 
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Prototype #1 

Display Weight 

66.9 g 

Total Weight 

152.9 g 

Pixels 

24x12 

Refresh Rate 

5 Hz 

Dimensions* 
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Display Thickness* 

13.5 mm 


* With enclosure 
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SFF: Shared Goal Visualization 


Group set target pace 
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Running Groups Needed to Help Evaluate 
New Wearable Running Technology 

Do you run? Do you inn in groups? We need your help! In our study, we are looking for existing 
groups of runners (3 or more) to assist us as volunteers in a research project exploring e-textile 
athletic jerseys. 

Specifically, we have designed and constructed prototype athletic jerseys that communicate running 
information such as pace, duration, and distance via a live, wearable display. As a participant, your 
role is to help us better understand how these jerseys impact your sense of the run activity and the 
runners around you. 

For the study, we will ask you to first complete a short demographic and pre-activity survey. Then, 
you will perform a short running activity of 20- 35 minutes (depending on your preference) with the 
group. One (or two) people in the running group will be wearing our e-textile jersey along with a 
provided mobile phone and arm strap. After completing the run, you will be asked to fill out a short 
survey about your experience. The entire session should last approximately 60 minutes. 

Participants will be reimbursed S20 per hour for their time. Study sessions will be conducted on the 
University of Maryland, College Park campus or, in some cases, at a specific physical location of 
your choice. All participants must be IS years of age or older and be an active runner. Apart from 
that restriction, we encourage people of all genders and ethnicities to participate. If you are 
interested in participating, please email Matthew Mauriello fmattm"gcs,umd.edul the following 
information: 

• How often you run (e.g., once a week, three times a week) 

• How often you run in a group and the typical group size 

• How you currently track your runs (e.g., Nike+, Runkeeper, paper + pen) 

Feel free to take a look at our research lab's website to find out more about our research program: 
http: www.cs-umd-edu hcil . Please also feel free to redistribute this posting. 


Sincerely, 


-Matthew Mauriello, MS 
Department of Computer Science 
University of Maryland 
A.V. Williams Building, 4122 
College Park, MB 20742 


http -J/www.c s .umd. edu -rnattrn 
Twitter i£mattm401 
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Field Study Participants 

10 Groups; 52 Individuals (35 Female) 
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We analyzed the Likert scale survey data to 

uncover trends and use the interview and 
open-form data to provide context. 
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Future Work 

Cross Domains 


Summary 


This work contributes to two rapidly growing areas 

personal informatics and wearable technology. 


Through parallel prototyping, iterative design, 
and exploratory studies we demonstrate the 
potential to motivate group fitness performance 

with wearable technology. 
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